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CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Good
mor ni ng, everybody. Sorry for the del ay. My nane is
Robert Bensko and |I'm the Chief Public Hearing
Officer for the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion.

Today before us we have a public
hearing to speak about some things that are before
t he Conm ssion. | brought Dave Rearden with nme
t oday. Dave will answer any technical questions that
you m ght have pertaining to the case fromthe Staff
st andpoi nt . | can answer any procedural questions
fromthe | egal standpoint for the Comm ssion. And
what | will do is the list that you guys have signed
up on, I will go off of that particular 1|ist.

l'd first |like to ask both of the
conpani es, one at a time, to step forward to give a
brief overview in what's being asked and their
positions on the case. Then we will go with the |ist
of who has signed in to speak today. | guess I'11
start with Peter M| burgh (phonetic) from Ameren.

MR. PETER M LLBURGH: Good nmor ni ng. My nane is
Peter M I I burgh and I'm representing the Ameren

[llinois utilities of AmerenClLCO, AnmerenClPS and
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Ameren Il linois Power. W appreciate the opportunity
to provide coments on the proposed new Part 466 of
the Comm ssion's Adm nistrative Rules as published in
the Illinois register commonly known as the Electric
| nt erconnection of Distributed Generation.

The Ameren Illinois utilities support
t he devel opnment of standardi zed interconnection rules
for generation facilities on electric distribution
circuits.

We appreciate the benefits to both the
generator operators and the electric distribution
compani es from having consi stent accessible and
bal anced rul es governing interconnections and we
generally support the proposed rule inmplenmenting
t hese standards.

As noted in our filed comments and
reply comments, though, there are several provisions
within the proposed rule that we feel could be
i mproved. These provisions include the codification
of interconnection documents into a rule and the
indemnification requirements as envisioned within the

proposed rule.
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Additionally, there are several issues
whi ch surfaced during the reply coment process which
caused us concern and we'll address two of these in
our statenment today. These concerns include the safe
installation and operation of generation units and
the need to review applications on specific circuits
sequentially.

Our concerns regarding codification of
t hese procedures into a rule are due to the novelty
of standardi zed interconnection processes for
di stribution systens. Exi sting procedures and
i mpl ement ati on met hods for interconnecting generators
to the electric distribution system vary
significantly from state to state and as yet, no best
practices have been tested and proven.

Whil e we believe that the bulk of the
proposed rules will be workable, neither we nor any
party to this process has any assurance that all
parts of the rule and all documents will ultimately
further the Comm ssion's goal of enabling generation
facilities to connect to the electric distribution

systemin a tinely, safe and cost-effective manner.
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We believe that a better approach to
achi eve the Comm ssion's goals would be to place the
appendi ces of the proposed rule under the review and
approval of the Comm ssion outside of the rul emaking
process. This will provide a nore timely review and
response process to address barriers or problems
created by the appendices. It would al so enable the
i mpl ement ati on provisions of the rules to reflect any
technol ogical, regulatory or practical operational
devel opments that can't currently be predicted.

The other primary opportunity for
i mprovenent is the renmoval of the nutual
i ndemni fication | anguage within the proposed rule.
Our recommendation is based on | ongstanding
Comm ssion policy and our practical experience in
responding to damage clainms. To keep rates |ow, the
Comm ssion has long Ilimted the potential liability
of electric distribution companies and recogni ze the
responsibilities of parties, |ike generators, to
ensure and protect thenselves from | osses.

Qur practical experience bears out the

wi sdom of this policy. W, and other utilities, are
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typically viewed as deep pockets and get included in
many | egal proceedi ngs where our connection to the
incident is tenuis at best.

Requiring nutual indemification
provi des no additional benefit to our customers,
investors, or the generator owners or operators.
| nstead, it will provide yet another tenuis
connection to be used primarily in frivolous |lawsuits
whose defense will have resulted in increased |ega
costs borne by ratepayers.

Ot her states with distributed
generation rules in place share this approach to
i ndemni fication. For example, both California and
Maryl and consi dered indemification and neither state
i ncluded indemification |Ianguage in their rules.

As noted earlier, the Anmeren Illinois
utilities are also concerned about sonme of the issues
t hat have surfaced during the reply conment peri od.
One of the mpst inportant issues centers on safety
and the use of an inexpensive switch already required
by the National Electric Code to help provide for

both the safety of our enployees and custoners.
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The safety of our enployees and the
public is an overarching value for all of the Ameren
conpanies. Our focus on safety is a critical
conponent of our strategic plan and we spent
substantial personal and financial resources to
create a safety culture within our companies and the
communities we serve. W appreciate that the other
parties to this rulemaking also value the safety of
our enpl oyees and our customers. However, out of
what appears to be an unfounded concern about
creating an undue cost burden for generator
operators, some have requested that the installation
of a commonly avail able and i nexpensive disconnect
switch be optional.

Ameren supports keeping the visible
di sconnect switch as a requirement for these
install ations. It's a straightforward requirenment
based on common sense and practical experience.

We believe a simlar |ack of
under st andi ng may be the source of confusion over the
val ue of sequencing applications for particular

electric distribution circuits. The install ati on of
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generation can change virtually all the line
protection and operation schemes on that particular
distribution circuit. Even if the same size machines
are installed at the same physical |ocation, each
generator creates a unique inpact on the distribution
system due to any and all the devel opments which
precede it.

In order to develop accurate reviews
of proposed generator facilities and to ensure for
the continued reliability of the distribution system
in providing service to |oad customers, each
applicant must be reviewed individually and
conmpl etely before noving to the next applicant for
that circuit. The time frames and expedited review
checklist in the proposed rule ensure that these
reviews will be conducted in a tinmely manner.

The conbi nati on of sequential review
and defined review tinme frames provides the desired
bal ance between speed and accuracy in the review
process.

Agai n, these highlights -- these

comments highlights some of the primary concerns of
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the Ameren Illinois utilities with regard to the
proposed distributed generation interconnection rule.
We support the devel opment of the standardized
i nterconnection rules for generators on electric
distribution circuits and we believe that the
proposed rule is generally acceptable with the
changes identified both in our comments and today's
st at ement .
Thank you again for the opportunity to

participate in this hearing.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you, M. M| burgh

From Commonweal th Edi son, M ke Pabi an.

And, fol ks, when you step up, please state your nane
and spell it so that the court reporter has an
accurate record.

MR. PABI AN: Good nor ni ng. My name is M chae
Pabi an, P-a-b-i-a-n, representing Commonweal th Edi son
Conpany. My conmments here will be brief. The --
Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany's positions on the docket
have already been filed and comments and reply
coments in the proceeding. W would like to note,

10
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however, that Staff -- and thank Staff for the yeoman
work that they did in conducting the workshop process
whi ch extended through many meetings over a period in
excess of a year and a half with participants of all
members of -- various members of the industry, not
limted to those parties that were merely parties to
the case. And as a result of that process -- through
t hought ful deliberation -- came up with a proposed
set of rules dealing with expedited procedures for
smal |l interconnectors. Wiile we don't -- while ComEd
bel i eves that there are inmprovenents that could be
made to that suggestion -- to that proposal and has
made t hose suggestions known in its coments and
reply comments, that should not detract in the | east
from the work product that Staff put out.

Thank you very nuch.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank

you, Sir.

From the City of Chicago, David
O Donnel I .

I|f you have written comments that
you'd like to |l eave with ne today, you can do that

11
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al so.

MR. DAVI D O DONNELL: Good nmor ni ng. My nane is
David O Donnell, O, apostrophe, D-o0-n-n-e-1-1, Deputy
Comm ssioner at the City of Chicago's Devel opment of
Envi ronment . | " m pl eased to be before you today to
di scuss the merits of clearly defined interconnection
rules for both distributed and cogeneration power
systens.

The City of Chicago has |ong pronoted
the use of renewable power in our own facilities and
by citizens and busi nesses of Chicago. The pronotion
of renewabl e and distributed power meets two key
goals of the City's energy policies. One, the
increased reliability of the electric generation
system t hrough decentralized power generation. And,
two, the pronotion of cleaner sources of energy.

In 2001, the City of Chicago devel oped
t he Chi cago Energy Pl an. The plan calls for meeting
future electricity demand nore quickly and
efficiently through a m x of energy efficiency,
renewabl e energy and distributed generation and

cogeneration.

12
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We estimate by adopting the
di stri buted generation and cogeneration goals set by
the plan that we have a potential to reduce CO02
em ssions by .685 mllion nmetric tons from cl eaner
electric generation and by .43 mllion metric tons
fromreduced natural gas use.

Since 2000, the City of Chicago has
i mpl ement ed several specific efforts to promote the
use of cogenerations and distributed renewabl e
generation within the city of Chicago. These efforts
include solar installations in schools, nuseums, City
colleges and on City facilities. The attraction of
sol ar power conpanies to the City which have
generated and created a significant nunber of good
payi ng manufacturing jobs; technical assistance in
preparing conbi ned heat and power feasibility studies
for more than 20 private and public actors with a
speci al enphasis on our area hospitals; participation
in the planning and i nmplementation of workshops,
sem nars and other activities aimed at devel oping the
mar ket for combi ned heat and power.

Through these efforts, the City has

13
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identified again and again the |lack of uniformed

i nterconnect standards as a barrier to the

installation of distributed and cogenerati on systens

and an unnecessary conplication for smaller

installations such as the ones at our police and fire

stations.

ConEd' s approach of individual utility

tariffs for such installations creates a |ack of
certainty in the market for these critical
technol ogi es and adds additional and unnecessary

costs to projects which are already saddled with

difficult financing prospects due to their novelty.

Cl earer standards need to be defined
in order to address these barriers and ConEd's
proposal that each utility retain discretion to
define its own reasonable rules and to establish
procedures and requirements unique to its service
area | eaves the present process of interconnection
essentially unchanged.

A frame work of clearly defined
customer rights and concurrent utility obligations

needed to ensure that connections occur in a

is

14



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

reasonable and tinmely and routine fashion.

The City requests that the Comm ssion
adopt proposed Part 466 modified to include the
modest revisions recomended in the initial comments
provided by the City, The Environmental Law and
Policy Center and the Interstate Renewabl e Energy
Counci | .

Uni formed detail regulations governing
the rights and obligations of utilities and
interconnecting parties are critical to the expansion
of distributed generation in the city and by
extension, the imrovenment of grid reliability, the
expansi on of cleaner sources of power and the
creation of a nore resilient and productive | ocal
econony.

Thank you very nmuch for your tine.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much for your comments.

Right now I'd like to ask Brad Klein
fromthe ELPC to step forward.

MR. KLEI N: Good morning. Thanks to the
Comm ssi on and thanks also to M. Bensko for

15
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organi zing the hearing. ' m Brad Klein, an attorney
fromthe Environmental Law and Policy Center,
K-1-e-i-n, we're a nonprofit |egal and environmental
advocacy organization. | nvolved in this rul emaking
because Illinois is in the mdst of a transformation
moving from an old system exclusively reliant on
| arge central power plants to a new distributed nmodel
of electricity generation.

There will be many benefits of this DG
revolution; nmore diversified sources of energy, a
more secured system fewer transm ssion bottl enecks
and line |osses because energy will be generated
closer to the load; nore efficient use of resources
and ultimately a cl eaner environnent.

There are many people in the room
t oday because they share this vision but have been
frustrated by barriers that are preventing us from
fully achieving it. Sinmply put the time, cost and
conplexity of the interconnection process is
preventi ng many projects from becom ng a reality and
is slowing down this transformation.

The Illinois Commerce Comm ssion needs

16
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to take action to renove these barriers to a DG
future. By adopting interconnection standards based
on best practices from around the country, Illinois
can set the foundation for diversified energy
sources, economc growth and a clean environnment.

Just to provide a quick overview of
the process up to this point, jurisdiction over
interconnections is split between the federal
government and states. The federal energy regul atory
Comm ssi on, PJM and M SO, have their own rules and
procedures for interconnection, but Illinois does
not .

In recent years, a significant number
of states have acted to standardize and streamine
the interconnection process at the state |evel.
Il1inois began taking steps as early as 1999 and
moving into the early 2000s. These discussions
i ncluded several workshops and even led to the
creation of a nodel rule which ultimtely foundered
in 2003 and '04, and some of the people in the room
t oday were involved in the process at that tinme.

The Comm ssion opened the present

17
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docket in July of 2006 in response to the Energy
Policy Act of 2005. This federal statute required
states to consi der adopting rules based on best
practices of interconnection for distributed
generation.

As previous speakers have noted, for
t he past year and a half, the electric utilities and
a small group of interested parties have been worKking
with the Staff of the Comm ssion to devel op nodel
procedures that would be consistent with the federal
standard. This process has involved many phone calls
and meetings and filings and we appreciate Staff's
diligence in developing a nodel rule.

As a result of this process, the
Comm ssion published a draft rule in the Illinois
Regi ster in April. The public coment period runs
t hrough the end of May. This coment period is the
chance for the Conm ssion to hear directly from those
with experience with the interconnection process in
Il1linois and from those that will be directly
affected by this rule.

This process -- this public conmment

18
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process is extremely important because npost nmenbers
of the public don't have the resources to participate
in a two-year-long docketed proceeding at the

Comm ssi on, but they do have real -world experience
and expertise that's critical to the Comm ssion's
deci si on maki ng process.

' m going to stand aside in a mnute
and | et others describe their thoughts and concerns
regarding the draft rule, but | just wanted to
qui ckly summari ze ELPC's comments on the rules that
are also included in our coments and reply coments
in the docket.

Overall, we can't enphasize enough the
i mportance of adopting stream ined interconnection
procedures in a Comm ssion rule. A rule provides a
certainty and clarity that the industry really needs
to grow. OQur concerns with the rule generally break
into two categories of issues. There are issues
involving the small er renewabl e generators,
typically, wind and PV systenms; and then concerns --
somewhat separate concerns for the |arger industrial
generators |ike cogeneration and CHP.

19
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Overall, we think the rule does a
fairly good job stream ining the process for the
smal | generators, although there are a coupl e of
remai ning sticking points there. Most notable is the
bl anket requirement that all generators be equipped
with an external disconnect switch. You'll hear from
several people in the room today that have experience
with these small systenms and they'll tell you why the
switch is redundant and bad policy to | eave in place
for the smaller inverter-based systens.

Smal | systens are also particularly
sensitive to other costs. The Comm ssion should seek
to mnimze these costs to the extent possible and
shoul d reject other proposals that would propose
unjustified insurance and liability requirements for
smal | generators.

For | arger generators, the rule, in
our view, is nore problematic. First of all, the
rule | eaves sonme of the |argest generators in a
regul atory black hole. They have no access to either
state or federal procedures. You' || hear from one

proj ect devel oper today that was |left to argue

20
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unsuccessfully before FERC for federal jurisdictional
coverage because there was no protection avail able
under state rules.

Secondly, there are some unjustified
technical requirements that still remain in the rule
that will underm ne the expedited process for
cogeneration and other DG that's not designed to
export power to the grid. These are the systens that
are built to offset |oad and not to actually send
power back onto the system and several
representatives fromthe DG i ndustry will explain why
t hese technical glitches will prevent what's referred
to as the level three expedited review pathway in the
rule fromliving up to its potential.

Third, the rule has some unfavorable
terms for customer deposits, information sharing
requi rements and ot her business practices. You'l
hear from some project developers that will explain,
for example, why a 100 percent customer deposit up
front is a -- can be a serious financial obstacle for
| arger projects; and there are sone other aspects

of -- business practice aspects for the |arger
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generators that are concerned that you'll hear about
t oday.

In sum the parties have proposed
detailed | anguage in their nost recent round of
filings. "Il refer you to the ELPC, the City of
Chi cago and the Interstate Renewabl e Energy Counci
filings that would correct these problenms and |l ay the
foundation for the transformation to a distributed
model of electricity generation.

The Comm ssion has the authority to --
and the responsibility to ensure that the state is
prepared for this transformation and is not |eft
behi nd.

Thank you once again for this forumto
hel p the Comm ssion achieve this vision for the
future.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you, M. Klein.

Bruce Papiech -- if | mspronounce
your name today, don't crucify nme, please.

MR. BRUCE PAPI ECH: It's Bruce Papiech,

P-a-p-i-e-c-h, wind developer out in North Central
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Il'linois and we are the ones that had the problem
with the nonjurisdictional line and filed with FERC
and got turned down where they said they had no
jurisdiction of it, so we were left with -- the
ruling from ComEd with no recourse; and then in
future projects that we have going right now, we have
is a 120-megawatt project going in on what they
classify as a distribution line. So if your rules
are limted to 10 megawatts or below, | have a | ot of
projects that are totally left in the hole. | ' ve got
ot her 125 megawatt projects on distribution Iines and
ot her projects in the works that will be on them as
wel | .

OQur 125-megawatt project is on 138 kV
line which they classify as distribution. They have
a line that runs from Di xon, Illinois, to Aurora
that's 138 kV, that's jurisdiction transm ssion |ines
but every radio feeder that goes out fromthemto
service the towns they classify as distribution. So
if you connect into there, which we are, you have --
FERC has no jurisdiction in -- w thout this being

increased, you guys have no jurisdiction either, so
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then we're left to what ConmEd can do and when they
can do it with no recourse and it has taken an
exorbitant amount of time to get these things
t hrough.

We have al so been subject to
di stribution charges and other charges that Iimt
where we can sell our electricity on these lines as
well. That's it.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much.

Brandon Leavitt, Solar Service.

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: Brandon Leavitt,
L-e-a-v-i-t-t. ' mthe president of Solar Service,
we're Illinois' oldest, |largest supplier of renewable
energy systems for hones, schools, businesses,
institutions. Primarily our work involves sol ar
t hermal , heating and hot water. The |ast few years,
we' ve seen the demand for clean energy electric
systens arising and we've done a couple dozen systens
including in the Ameren and ConEd areas.

' m here to speak on a couple

subj ects; but primarily, | believe that the rule for
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t he external disconnect switch is superfluous and
unnecessary. We've heard from public safety
officials, they rarely encounter a problem sonme need
it; the inverters today are extremely unreliable and
it's an unnecessary expense.

Al so - -

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Can |
interrupt you for one second, |'m sorry. s the
i ght on on your speaker?

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: It looks like it is. Can
you hear me? Would you prefer this?

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Yes.

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: | won't start over.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: | " m goi ng
alittle deaf.

Thank you.

MR. BRANDON LEAVITT: The disconnect switch, we
don't think it's necessary on small-scale systens and
we primarily do systems from1l kWto 5 kW We want
to help people save noney, save energy and do it in a
safe and reliable manner and we're never going to
j eopardi ze the safety of our customers, our crew or

25
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the utility workers.
Part of the rulemaking creates a | ot

of uncertainty and in business what we really rely on
is certainty and it's difficult for us to approach a
customer with unknown costs. It delays their
deci sion and then when we have to start the paperwork
for the interconnect process, we are also then
del ayed applying to the State Departnment of Conmerce
and Econom c Opportunity's renewabl e energy grant
program  That money is a wonderful program but it's
very limted and our customers |lose out on it because
it disappears before we have a chance to get it for
them and that, again, is the delay on the process
that m ght actually take to the next grant cycle a
year away, so that's another instance where sone of
the peg work involved is Iimting the opportunities
out there.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: Can | ask you a
gquestion?

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: You say 5 kV systen?

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: Yes.
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COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: Just roughly, what
does that cost?

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: It's about 35 to $50, 000
dependi ng on the roof type. W just conpleted one
| ast week in Wbodstock. | think it came in 46, 000
before incentives, with incentives, that would wrap
it down to around 34.

COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: My question is, how

much is -- what does switch to add to that?

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: "' m not the PV project
manager, | can't give you that exact nunber. It's
not a high cost. It's not a major cost. There's an

aesthetic consideration, though. Sonme people don't
want to see that switch on the outside of their house
if they can avoid it; but, again, the inverter itself
is designed to do the job of the automatic
di sconnect. As soon as the grid goes down, the
inverter shuts off the flow of solar electrons into
the home into the grid.

COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: Does anybody know what
the switch is?

MR. M CHAEL SHEEHAN: M chael Sheehan, I'mwth
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| REC, the Interstate Renewabl e Energy Council, the
typical cost is 3 to $400 by installers, that's the
numbers |'ve heard; but when the utility does it, in
Fl ori da, they've quoted a cost $1,200 to $1, 000.
Thank you. We do have an installer.

He was going to testify, he can give you sone of
t hose numbers better than | can.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: | was just curious
what the scale is.

MR. BRANDON LEAVI TT: So, you know, those are
the major rules that we'd |like to see rel axed.
don't think anyone is going to be in jeopardy because
of it. And we are -- you know, |I'm here representing
the small wuser, the little guy, those are the ones
t hat need the help the most and we see a roof, we see
an opportunity, we see potential solutions for energy
envi ronnment, enploynment, econom c national security
chal | enges for our country. So anything that you can
do to streamine the process to make things sinpler,
| ess expensive everybody w ns.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
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you, Sir.
Dave Merrill.
MR. DAVE MERRI LL: Good nor ni ng. lt's Merrill,
M-e-r-r-i-|-1I.
|*"m an installer. | operate at a
smal | company called SunAir Systens. |"ve installed

43 systenms | ast year under 10-Kkilowatt size systens.
A |l ot of these are schools, perhaps 20 of these are
school s. | ' m approaching this meeting as an
installer and as an engineer being in the engineering
i ndustry, |I'm al ways | ooki ng at waste and unneeded

effort and when | started to install systens many

years ago, |'ve seen this disconnect not being used
by any of the utilities. | see it as an ancient --
if I could approach that as an ancient article. Back

in the days when farmers were hooking up their
tractors to generators and the potential for feeding
back into the systemrequired that -- the
requirements being witten into the industry.

Today, we have nodern grid tie
inverters, they operate under the UL Listing 1741 and
t hose requirements are very rigid, they're strict in
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reliable tolerances, both in the frequency and
vol t age wi ndows, any spikes or sags all have to be
within certain tie requirements and these inverters
wi Il disconnect in two cycles, which is one-thirtieth
of a second. These -- and they've been well proven

out, there's never been an incident where these have

fail ed. In fact, it's impossible for these inverters
to generate a signal or a 60-hertz signal. They
don't have the capability, they nust disconnect. So

they are pretty nuch a fail-safe unit as they are and
any inverter that's installed under that |isting, you
can feel fairly safe that this external service
di sconnect, if it was ever used, if a utility guy
could even get there within one-thirtieth of a second
of this power outage, it's going to do the job for
t hem

It's -- to me, it's almost |ike your
appendi x. Everyone's got one, no one knows nedically
why it's inside of you, but it can cause probl ens.
In this case, it's extra service tine. It takes ne
approximately -- it varies, an extra hour to run

conduit to a simple run or it could cause nme eight
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hours. | " ve spent eight hours to run a disconnect
across the roof and down the side of a three-story
building just for a utility sometimes -- may ever

have to use it.

One particular case -- and | don't
want to take up too nmuch time -- a person in Batavia,
Il linois, they have a local utility that is not --

they didn't have a strict policy or they didn't have
a policy, they | ooked to ComEd and downl oaded a very
basic schematic that showed the disconnect and then a
picture of the house and a picture of the grid and,
so, they required us -- they required the homeowner
to conmpletely disconnect their entire house, their

200-amp service house, go out and install a $280

switch, hire -- $500 electrician and the utility to
di sconnect fromthe grid just to fulfill this outside
di sconnect requirement. In that case, it was
approaching $1,500 to fulfill that requirement. Most
normal homes, | agree with the number that the

gentl eman mentioned, between 4 to -- 3 to $400 is

this cost for this appendix.
Now, | do want to make sure that we
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know t hat the NEC Code does suggest that there be an
external disconnect, but it does defer to the | ocal
jurisdiction which it has in California, many other
utilities, it does defer that option to them

That's what | wanted to put in at this
poi nt .

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much, sir.

Frank Mauceri .

MR. FRANK MAUCERI: That's cl ose. lt's Frank
Mauceri and the last name is spelled M-a-u-c-e-r-i,
|'m a resident of the city of Chicago. My residence
includes a | arge solar array and also includes the
first legally permtted wind turbines in a
residential neighborhood in the city of Chicago.

COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: " mjust curious, what
scale are those -- the wind turbines?

MR. FRANK MAUCERI: The wi nd turbines sit about
12 feet above ny roof.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: And what's their --

what are they rated in their capacity?
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MR. FRANK MAUCERI : It's hard to say because --

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN:  Roughly.

MR. FRANK MAUCERI : -- of the inability to
predict how much wind we'll have at any current tinme.

COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN:  \When they're running.

MR. FRANK MAUCERI : " m not sure.

COVM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN:  Just for curiosity.

MR. FRANK MAUCERI : | haven't had an
opportunity yet to review the Comm ssion's proposal
rules and the comments to those rules and the reply
coments, so I'lIl Iimt nmy comments today to the
availability of net nmeters.

A net meter sinmply is a device by
whi ch the amount of electricity comng into a
structure and the amount of electricity that that
structure produces and sends out onto the grid is
netted out thereby providing an additional benefit to
t he homeowner if the alternative energy systems
within that residence are producing nmore electricity
t han what the residence needs.

| had -- ny system -- the construction

of my system was conpl eted, it had passed al
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el ectrical and safety codes and inspections and

revi ews. My project manager requested from ComEd a
net meter to be installed at the residence so that |
could fully benefit frommy system The initial
request was made in July of |ast year, we were told
at that time no net meters were available. W

made -- but that -- we would be told by ComEd when it
woul d be available. W heard no nmore from them W
made numer ous requests, nyself and my project

manager . Each and every time we made a request, we
were told the same exact excuse as to why a net meter
woul d not be available and that is that they were not
in stock. During that time, of course, as | said, |
was not able to fully benefit fromall the benefits
that my system could create for me.

In January -- on January 3rd, |
believe, | called ComEd again; requested the net
meter to be installed; was told that, again, they
were not avail able, they were not in stock. I -- nmy
project has received positive publicity both
nationally and locally. So | had an interview
schedul ed for the followi ng Monday with the Chicago
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Tri bune on some other issues, green issues within the

bui |l di ng. | told the person at ConEd that if a net
meter wasn't delivered to nmy house within -- before
t hat Monday interview, that | would have no choice

but to explain to The Chicago Tri bune whatever ny
experience was working with ComEd on this particular
i ssue. Lo and behold, two days later, a net neter
did show up at ny residence, was installed; but I
believe that that was the only way | was ever going
to get one.

| don't know what the experience of

others are in the city of Chicago when it comes to

the availability of net meters. | have no coment
upon that, but | am hoping that the rul es address
this particular issue by requiring the utility to
make a net meter available and install it, say,

within 10 days, 10 working days of a witten request
froma homeowner.
Thank you.
CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you, Sir.

| think I can get the next one right.
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Myr a.

MS. KAREGI ANES: But you didn't get my | ast

name, so | will provide a card for the spelling.
First of all, | would like to thank
Bob for arranging this, Conm ssioner Lieberman for
bei ng present, and Staff for being here; and also, to
thank Staff for the incredi ble amount of work that
has gone into this rulemaking. W have conme a
consi derable distance fromthe time we started to
here and there are many, many good things in the
rul e.
But, first of all, let me -- | just

assunme that everybody knew who |I was, but | didn't
i ntroduce nyself, so here we go. My nanme is Myra
Kar egi anes and | am senior vice president and gener al
counsel to Recycled Energy Devel opment.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: But first
you used to be one of us?

MS. KAREGI ANES: Yes. | " m al ways one of you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: That ' s
good.

MS. KAREGI ANES: Al ways.
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Recycl ed Energy Devel opnent is a
company based in Westnont, Illinois, and it's
dedi cated to the profitable reduction of greenhouse
gas em ssions through the recovery of waste energy
fromindustrial facilities and conversion into higher
value electric and thermal energy. The conpany is in
the process of deploying 1.5 billion in industrials
t hroughout the country and focuses primarily on areas
that significant industrial base and favorable
regul atory environments.

The rules, as drafted, clearly provide
a number of protections for those interconnections
that are 10 nmegawatts and bel ow. For those
interconnections there that are above that, the rules
have no application what soever. So that, frankly,
for my conmpany, the rules do not apply, therefore, we
are in the black hole, as it was indicated earlier by
a couple of the previous speakers.

What we' ve asked in terns of the type
of applications for those that are 10 megawatts and
above is that the business aspects apply. For

i nstance, we have not, nor is there a standard for
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just expediting and running through various franmes

wi t hout visibility studies, w thout scoping, wthout
any nunber of things that need to get done. So we do
not want, nor is there reason to have the rules that
apply to the larger interconnections be in an

expedi ted process; but if there is a dispute between
the utility and the interconnection customer, then we
should be able to conme to the Comm ssion for an
expedi ted di spute resol ution. If, you know, the
maj or concern here is --

COWMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN:  Could | ask a quick
guestion? The way | think the thing is drafted
currently, if you are 10 megawatts and bel ow, there
is an expedited process?

MS. KAREGI ANES: Correct.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: And if you are 10
megawatts and above, there is none?

MS. KAREGI ANES: No.

COVM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN:  And the rationale for
t hat was?

MS. KAREGI ANES: | think you would have to ask

Staff. | cannot speak for Staff.
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COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: "' mjust curious what
the --

MS. KAREGI ANES: We -- | believe that everybody
is in agreement that FERC only regul ates certain
i nterconnections and it was pointed out earlier that

even an interconnection that's 125 megawatts was

state jurisdictional. So what we're asking for is
basically some of the business explications, |ike,
the di spute resolution process, if a utility says the

visibility study is going to take a year and we say,
No, it should take three months, we should be able to
come to the Comm ssion to have a dispute resolution
to resolve that issue.

Deposits is another major concern and
t he deposits, as drafted, apply to all
i nterconnections -- well, for up to 10 megawatts.
The deposits require 100 percent deposit with no
interest. The Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, when it
requires residential customers to pay deposits, there
is -- which is only a few hundred dollars or whatever
it may be, there's interest that's required to be
paid by the utility for those deposits. On the ARES
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side, there's no requirement for deposits, but there
is the requirement for other items, such as a letter
of credit or parent guarantee.

Clearly, those types of vehicles are
avail abl e and should be utilized instead of having a

bl anket requirenment of 100 percent deposit and that

is a significant barrier because |large -- |arger
installations could run into a mllion dollars in
terms of deposits. You know, it's not -- it's a

significant barrier and there are business terms that
are just common practice, just compon practice. You
buy a house, you put a deposit, you get interest,

you -- whatever you do. So that's anot her
significant issue.

So, clearly, if the rule were modified
so that the 10 megawatts issue is lifted and it's
simply a state jurisdictional issue, then items |ike
t he dispute resolution -- and hopefully if the
deposits are modified -- deposits, reasonable time
frames would then be applicable to those that are
| arger; but as it is, we really are in a black hole;
and as | stated earlier, we |ook at environments that
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are regul atory appropri ate.
Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Dave, do
you want to give us the interpretation of why there
is such a split?

MR. REARDEN: The first thing is that the | EEE
standard -- and | don't want to try to spell out what
t hat stands for -- but the | EEE Standard 1547 applies
only up to 10 nmegawatts and that's why the rule is
limted to that and the -- as far as the dispute
resol ution piece of the thing, the way the rule is
written now, the dispute resolution that's in the
rule is not much different than what is avail able
generally. There's one paragraph where there's a
requirement for an informal meeting between the
parties within 10 business days after receipt of a
written notice; but other than that, it's pretty nuch
what's avail abl e generally.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Al l
right.

Kat hy - -
MS. KATHLEEN QUASEY: Don't try.

41



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: | hate to
say it, | can't read it, Lindsey. s it Lindsey?

MS. KATHLEEN QUASEY: That's the problem No,
it's Kathl een Quasey and it's Qu-a-s-e-y. And like
the others, | want to --

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you.

MS. KATHLEEN QUASEY: You' re wel cone. No one
gets that right.

| want to thank Comm ssioner Lieberman
for being here and Staff, especially M chael Lannon
and his staff and the hard work coll aborative process
t hey put together for the interconnection rule
devel opnment .

| ' m president of EM Strategic
Mar keti ng Communi cations firmthat is a designated
def ense contractor and has provided consulting and
program management services for the U S. Departnment
of Energy's M dwest Regi onal Association Sol ar Roof
Initiative and the Chicago Sol ar Partnership.

EM has al so been involved in
advanci ng mar ket acceptance and intelligent grid
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t echnol ogi es and has produced a 10-year sol ar market
devel opnent plan for the state of Illinois. That
plan was fed in by the Illinois Solar Energy

Associ ation, representatives fromthe City of

Chi cago, Argon, Spire Corporation, Solargenix and was
presented to key state policymakers.

The paper recognized that nationally
conpetitive state interconnection networking and RPS
policies are essential for renoving market barriers
to state solar devel opment and for the |ast year, |
have been serving on the interconnection working
commttee to that end.

' m going to provide sonme specifics
regarding some of the statements that Myra made. We
request that the I1CC nodify Article 5.2, the standard
agreement and provisions for deposits that require
100 percent of the estimted nonbi nding cost because
this provision is nmore restrictive than the spirit of
the FERC i nterconnection process as expressed in the
SGI P order 2006.

FERC recommends -- which, by the way,

t hat goes up to 20 megawatts, this order 2006,
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recommends a boilerplate | anguage specifically in
regard to proposals, deposits and voicing payments
and i nsurance provisions. It requires that al

public utilities subject to it modify their open
access transm ssion tariffs to include small

generator interconnection agreements and procedures
to, quote, offer a sinple process for interconnecting
smal |l generator facilitates with the nation's
electric grid, unquote.

These FERC orders are based on
advancing a mutual interest, both transm ssion
providers and interconnection customers, in good
faith based on reasonable efforts by both parties,
provide for cunul ative, progressive findings as a
result of the FERC recommended four-part study
process and differentiate between the cost deposit
provisions for study and those of a |arger volune
i nexpensive constructi on processes.

We al so request a refinenment to
Section 5.12 to include a formal preapproved change
order process for costs that exceed estimtes because

change orders are a common el ement of cost control
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for larger construction processes.

The | anguage proposed by ELPC and
Recycl ed Energy submtted in Appendix C, Article 5,
regarding billing and payment ternms should be
consi dered as well because it notes that the required
deposits may be financially significant, as Mra
sai d, upwards, you know, a mllion dollars or
hundreds of thousands of dollars, and as a result,
deposit stipulations are a critical part of the
i nterconnection customer decision-making processes
and as such, we represent a potential market barrier
to solar industry devel opment.

The terms in the appendi x,
specifically 5.2, interconnection custonmer deposit;
5.21, interest paid on deposits; 5.22, guarantee
payment fund or letter of credit in |lieu of deposits;
5.221, guarantee; 5.222, paynment bond; and 5.223,
letter of credit, are consistent with the spirit and
intent of the standing FERC orders and goals.

FERC' s financial security arrangements
are also nore definitive and require the
i nterconnection customer to provide the transm ssion
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provider with appropriate financial security before
construction. Security for payment shall be an
amount sufficient to cover the costs of constructing,
desi gni ng, procuring and installing only -- and this
enphasi zes -- the applicable portion of the

transm ssion provider's interconnection facilities
and upgrades and shall be reduced -- ny enmphasis --
on a dollar-for-dollar basis for payments nmade to the
transm ssion provider under the SGI A during its term

When | called FERC and tal ked to one
of their staff specialists on this, they called that
to nmy attention because it reduces the amount of
security that's actually required and the tim ng
issues is very inmportant.

Fi nanci al security can be in the form
of a letter or credit or a surety bond provided by
the interconnection customer that, quote, specifies a
reasonabl e expiration date, unquote. The
i nterconnection customer does not have to provide
security over the life of the SGI A; instead, the
i nterconnection customer need only provide security
until it pays off its obligation to the transm ssion
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provider.

FERC' s four-part study process is
inclusive of other interconnection requests that are
filed around the same time and probabl- -- 1 believe
in the long-terminterest of overall system
devel opnent; and it, too, enmphasizes a pro forma
agreement that progressively clarifies the scope and
cost of the work. The study process includes an
initial scoping nmeeting and three-standard
engi neering anal yses that evaluate the proposed
i nterconnection, a feasibility study system i npact
facilities study and FERC states that, quote, since
the period of tinme between when the study agreenents
are signed and when the studies are conpleted in
short, we, FERC, expect that including standard | egal
protections will clarify each party's legal rights
under the study agreements and M 's disputes,
unquote. So, again, the general idea with FERC is as
you nmove through this study process, that both
parties cone to some consensus ahead of tinme on where
there are possible problenms and expense -- unexpected

expenses so a proper decision-making can be made.
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The process is detailed as to the
nunber of days required for the study, deposits,

i nvoi ce and paynents. Any disputes can be resol ved
by contacting FERC' s dispute resolution services for
assi stance. For exanmple, in Section 24, it

acknow edges that the interconnection custoner is
responsi ble for paying the actual cost of the

i nterconnection studies regardless of the concl usions
reached; and states that, quote, the feasibility
study requires a deposit of the |Iesser of 50 percent
of the good faith estimated feasibility study costs
or earnest noney of a thousand doll ars.

Simlarly, Section 10 to Section 11
states that a deposit of the equivalent of the good
faith estimated cost of a distribution system i npact
study and one-half of the good faith estimted cost
of a transm ssion systems impact study may be
requi red and based on actual costs.

Ref erence Attachnment 6, Section 11
Appendi x 1, study fees shall be based on the
transm ssion providers actual costs and will be

invoiced to the interconnection customer after the
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study is conmpleted and delivered and will include a
summary of professional tinmes, so it's inclusive of
over head.

Ref erence Attachnment 6, Section 12,
the interconnection customer nmust pay any study costs
t hat exceed the deposit without interest within 30
cal endar days of the receipt of the invoice
resol ution of any dispute. If the deposits exceeds
any invoice fees, the transm ssion provider shal
refund such excess within 30 cal endar days of the
invoice without interest.

And there are time lines that are very
strict. And, again, it's nmoving towards the spirit
of FERC to speed the process and clarify and surface
issues -- and I'll be wrapping this up -- feasibility
study and distribution system i npact study nust be
conpl eted and the study reports transmtted within 30
busi ness days.

A simlar clause pertains to the
di stribution system inpact study; while the
transm ssion system inpact study nust be conpleted in
45 business days. The facilities study nmust be
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conpl eted within 30 business days; however, if
upgrades are required, the facilities study nust be
conpleted within 45 business days and a facilities
study report prepared and submtted within 30

busi ness days.

The Comm ssion determ ned that the
parties can work together to set new deadlines al ong
the reasons for the change in the records in the SG P
Section 4.7, if the need arises.

The outcomes of the study phase shoul d
fold into the interconnection agreenment | anguage and
esti mat e. So this is all a cunul ative process. W
also recomend that the I CC incorporate FERC
references for timng of payments and m | estone
schedules as this type of contract structuring
agreement is in accordance with standard busi ness
practices for |arger volume construction agreenments
and is reflected in standard agreements from ot her
organi zations including NI CERTA (phonetic) and the
US DOCE.

Thanks.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
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very much.
Marjorie |saacson.
MS. MARJORI E | SAACSON: My name is Marjorie
| saacson, |-s-a-a-c-s-0-n, and |I'm here today from
the Center for Neighborhood Technol ogy, which is a
30-year-old not-for-profit environmental organization
based in Chicago.

CNT appreciates the time and careful
wor k that has resulted in the current proposed rules
on interconnecti on. Expansi on of the market for
di stributed generation is critically inmportant for
I1linois. Consequently, it has value for both
consumers and electrical utilities. As the inpacts
of gl obal warm ng become increasingly evident, the
need for nonpolluting alternative energy resources
becomes nore acute and the role of distributed
generation becomes even nore relevant. Therefore,
adopting rules that conformto current best practices
for interconnection is essential.

l'd like to nmention that | am the
operator of a 3.6-kilowatt PV system that has been
i nterconnected to the ConEd grid since 2000. \When
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| ' m busy at work on a hot sunmer day, ny personal
power plant is supplying excess power back to the
grid. Hundreds of homes in Chicago have the
potential to support simlar installations that would
hel p reduce peak | oad; but building owners who
contempl ate making that kind of capital investment
will review all costs carefully. Anything that
reduces the capital investment required will help

i ncrease the nunbers of systens install ed.

For this reason, | urge you to
consider elimnating the redundant disconnect switch
requi rements for small inverted base generators. As
has been noted in the study of utility accessible
external disconnect switches by the NREL, utility
argunments requiring utility accessi ble EDSs may have
been justifiable 5 or 10 years ago; but today, the
EDS issue is effectively addressed by UL and | EEE
st andar ds.

It has al so been found that there are
significant benefits to utilities from adm nistrative
cost savings by not having to check plans, validate
installation |ocations and track devices and customer
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and information and other systens.

The interconnection standards shoul d
do all they can to mnimze the economc barriers to
system depl oyment . By followi ng the best practices
t hat have shown to be effective in other states in
elimnating the operational and econom c burdens of
redundant equi pment, interconnection can be achieved
whi |l e mai ntaining safe, reliable and cost-effective
utilities service.

We urge you to consider these
recommendati ons for uniform substantive
interconnection rules to help Illinois achieve its
renewabl e energy goals.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you, ma' am

Jason Keyes.

MR. KEYES: You got it right.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank
you. Can | | eave now?

MR. KEYES: " m Jason Keyes, an attorney

representing the Interstate Renewabl e Energy Council.
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| REC is a nonprofit funded by the DOE to participate
in rul emaki ngs just |like this.

In the past year, 1've been involved
in interconnection standards in Florida, New Mexico,
Ut ah, South Dakota and Maryland. And I'Ill first
note, just on a big picture, is that these rules

aren't just about connecting a few small systens,

they will become critically important. All the
utility costs for traditional generation are going up
the cost. The cost of uranium, coal and natural gas

are all skyrocketing. The cost of steel to build the
plants is skyrocketing. The cost of copper to
transmt the power is skyrocketing. At the sane
time, the cost of solar energy, as projected by the

| eadi ng sol ar manufacturers, is to drop by 50 percent
by 2012. So in the next four years, there could very
well be a crossover and you could see an awful | ot of
di stributed generation comng. So now is the
appropriate tinme to be creating the rules that wil
govern how lots and |lots of systenms will get

i nterconnected and | suspect in two or three years
"1l be back to talk about how to change the rules to
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accommodate all those interconnections.

l'd like to support the coments made
by ELPC and several of the other comenters. |  want
to make one point about the expedited process.
Essentially, the rules have an expedited process up
to 2 megawatts, that's the Level 2, so if you neet
certain screens, then you pass through wi thout a need
for further study. | wouldn't say the Level 4
process is expedited, there's a whole series of
studies and that's one of my coments that 1'll get
to is that it could take quite a while and be fairly
expensive. But | certainly agree with the comments
regardi ng beyond 10 megawatts, that the rules should
cover those instead of |leaving themin a black hole.
The FERC standard goes up to 20 megawatts using the
same sort of study process, a feasibility study,

i mpact study and facilities study and the only reason
that the FERC standard stops at 20 megawatts is
because there is a | arge generator interconnection
procedure for systems above that uses the sanme sort
of process, so | would encourage you to have a frame

work for | ooking at those | arger systens.
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In general, the rules for Levels 1 and
2 -- SO systens up to 2 megawatts are very good.

Ot her than the disconnect switch, which we've talked
about enough here, and acconmpanying nme is M ke
Sheehan, he made a comment before and he'll be
tal ki ng about that, but | wanted to touch on a few
poi nts made earlier and then a couple other points.

One is regarding indemification. I
just support Staff's comments on that in their
initial comments that it's very conmmon to have
bil ateral indemification in the rules. In Maryl and,
as was pointed out by Anmeren, there is an
i ndemni fication, Maryland doesn't have standardi zed
agreements and that's where the indemification cones
in.

And al so on the distribution -- Ameren
made the point about the sequencing the distribution
circuit level and we agree with that. Di stribution
circuits serves somewhere in the range of 10
megawatts of |load. You know, it could be 5
megawatts, it could be up to 15 megawatts, but it's
t hat general size, and it would be -- at |east at
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this stage of the game, it's going to be pretty rare
t hat you get a couple of really large install ations
happening in the same circuit at the same time and
that there's going to be a need for sequencing; but
if that happens, there should be sequenci ng. Qur
concern before was that you don't need to do
sequencing for the entire utilities distribution
circuit and installation in one place doesn't affect
another 50 m |l es away.

And, so -- I'Il just review the other
points -- first, on the Level 4s, | don't want to go
back over all the time Iines and costs that were just
reviewed by the |last commenter -- or two comenters
before -- but in general, it helps for those | arger
systenms, you are tal king about mllions of dollars of
investment. They need certainty to go ahead with
their commtments to do a project of that size and,
so, they need to know when the project is going to be
approved and roughly how much it's going to cost. So
all the certainty you can add there is hel pful.

Ri ght now, there isn't a firm guideline about how
long until the scoping meeting, there isn't a firm
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gui del i ne about how | ong each of the studies wil
take. There are 10-day wi ndows for when you wil
sign an agreement for each type of study, but there
isn't any guidelines for the time. And, so, for
i nstance, the FERC rules require 30 days for each of
t he studies.

And then two other points -- this is
both related to Level 3 and we haven't had a whole
| ot of discussion about Level 3, but Level 3 relates
to systenms that don't feed back into the grid and in
t heory, those rules should be easier because it's not
as conmplicated if you're not feeding any power back
into the grid. And as it is now, it's not a very
effective policy that's in place in the rules now.
There's two parts to it, so I'll address each of
t hem

One is for connections to area
net works. And for area networks, you can have
systems up to 50 kW but the utility has conplete
di scretion to say, Actually, we think there m ght be
adverse inmpacts on the system and, so, we're going to
deny it and make you a Level 4. So there ought to be
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sonme way to have sonme certainty that you can actually
connect to an area network and not just be shot down.
Al so, for area networks, there's a
rule saying either it's 5 percent of the maxi num | oad
of the area network or 50 kW it could be the total
| oad on an area network. Area networks, simlarly,
can be up to 10 negawatts. 5 percent is 500
kil owatts. So effectively, the rule is limting it
to 50 kilowatts, which is a very conservative nunber.
Lots of utility -- lots of states have adopted that
number, but | think there's been enough experience
t hat you could go with a higher number, 100 or 200; I
woul d propose 500.
And, finally, the other part of the

Level 3 --

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: Just a quick
clarification?

MR. KEYES: Sur e.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: The Level 3 talks
about systems which don't interconnect but constrains
the scale?

MR. KEYES: " m sorry --
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COWM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: It doesn't feed
into -- it doesn't sell back?

MR. KEYES: Ri ght. They do interconnect.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: It's just the customer
Si de?

MR. KEYES: Right. So you are just offsetting
your own | oad.

COMM SSI ONER LI EBERMAN: Ri ght .

MR. KEYES: So -- and there's actually what's
called reverse power relays which create an
i mpossibility of feeding back into the electric grid.

So that addresses sonme of the
concern -- one of the biggest concerns with DG
systems fromthe utility side is what if we have nore
generation than we have | oad on a particular
di stribution circuit or area network and if you have
t hat reverse power relay, then you are sure you are
not going to exceed the | oad.
So the other part of Level 3 has to do

with interconnection to a distribution circuit and it
sounds great, that you can go up to a 10-megawatt

system on a distribution circuit if you have these
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reverse power relays, but there's a rule that says go
back and | ook at the screens from Level 2 and the
very first screen in Level 2 is that you can't exceed
the maxi mum | oad on the circuit by nore than

15 percent. So if the maximum | oad on the circuit is
somewhere in the range of 10 megawatts, 15 percent is
1.5 megawatts and, so, you are never going to see a
Level 3 applicant that's nmore than 1.5 or 2
megawatts. And, so, if you're that size, then you
could have done it under Level 2, you didn't have to

have the reverse power relays, the application fees

for Level 2 are lower. So no one is going to apply
under Level 3 and do that. So it should be something
like -- it could be 50 percent standard, it would be

cleaner to drop the percentage of the maxi mum | oad
requirement entirely and if there's concern about the
size of system it could be less than 10 megawatt s,
it could be 5 nmegawatts; but there should be sonme
realistic use to that Level 3 and right now there
isn't.

So thank you very much. And, also,
l'd like to reiterate ConEd's comments that Staff has
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j ust

done an outstanding job in organizing the

wor ki ng groups and al so putting together the rule.

They' ve been great.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you

very much.

John Kelly.

MR. JOHN KELLY: Hi, John Kelly from Endurant

Ener gy. |'d like to thank the Comm ssion and Staff

very much for the opportunity to speak today. And

Endurant Energy is a devel oper of clean energy

syst

ems throughout the United States. We devel op

bot h bi ogas systens for landfills as well as

cogeneration systems for commercial buildings.

We' ve just recently conpleted a

6- megawatt project out at Rockford for a big |landfill

and

"1l go through the time lines on that just to

give you an idea of how a project goes under the

current -- and | think it will be relevant to

under st andi ng how some of the changes from the

standard Maryl and agreenment that have been made may

not

serve the customers and the Conmm ssion and the
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overall consunmer.

Changi ng mar ket conditions,
specifically real-time pricing, creates a situation
in Illinois where customer owned generation assets
operating in real-time pricing could provide capacity
and ancillary services while only operating 500 to
1,000 hours a year. And | think this is something
that's extremely important for both the utilities to
recognize, is that the market in Illinois has changed
conpletely and these -- what were considered to be
assets that took the |oad away fromthe utility are
now under real-time pricing becom ng tremendous
assets for the consumers and for the utilities. W
can see a future in Illinois where upwards of 5
gi gawatts of demand response could be provided by
di stributed generation. Wth the right rules, an

interconnect is a critical first step and we believe

this is -- what the Comm ssion has done and the Staff
over the |ast several years has just -- you've done a
great job.

Unfortunately, the current draft rule

t akes several steps back -- let me say one thing.
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Il'linois wisely chose to begin the workshop process
with the drafted Maryl and standard which was based on
a nodel vetted between utility and industry in the
M d- Atl antic Region and PIJM

Unfortunately, the current draft rule
t akes several steps backwards from the workshop
starting point. The current interconnect rule
reduces utility responsibility for managi ng an
efficient, cost-effective, and timely interconnect
process.

Several standard positions have been
di sregarded in the current draft. W urge the
Comm ssion to incorporate industry conmments into the
current draft of the Illinois rule, as reflected in
my comments today and in the ELPC, I REC and City of
Chicago filings.

Just a couple exanmples. The tine
frames allocated for utility responses to just about
every step in the rule have been | engthened. One
exanmpl e specifically, witness test notification nust
be into utilities six weeks ahead of time. The draft
originally had four weeks, the Maryland rule had one
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week, and that's throughout the whole docket and we
really believe that Staff should rel ook at the

Maryl and standard and | ook at those time |ines and
not accept these -- the |lengthening that's happened.

Section 466.5, Subsection D, included
requirements that the utility make the results of
prior studies available to new applicants and ComEd
staff. One thing | think that the rule has to
understand is that ComEd | oses people, they |ose
staff. Sonetinmes we start an interconnect and we're
dealing with people that have never dealt with the
interconnect in the past. It's critical that we keep
every interconnect study, results available to the
public and to ComEd staff so that we can learn from
our past experiences and utilize those past designs
in the future interconnect process, the critical one
for ConmEd and for the industry.

Section 466. 100, Level 3 expedited
revi ew, Subsection A-6. Level 3 is meant to address
systenms up to 10 megawatts, yet the system size is
l[imted to 15 percent of the circuit size. Well,

most utility circuits are in the 10- to 15-nmegawatt
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range. If we do that, we'll get nowhere near 10
megawatts. So we ask the Comm ssion to really | ook
at that in terms of, is it 10 megawatts or is it 2
megawatts and if we're going to set that 15 percent,
we m ght as well make it 2.

Section 466, Level 4 review. The
present draft |eaves out the | anguage, As part of its
i mpact study, the EDC shall agree to eval uate and
consi der any separate studies prepared by the
applicant. W think that's very i nmportant.

Someti mes some innovation could come in fromthe
applicant and we think it's very inmportant that that
be consi der ed.

Those are just a few exanples. Now to

hel p you understand the process, |I'lIl just go through
an interconnect and I -- one, we want to thank ComEd
because the interconnect -- the plant started

operation in Decenber at 6 megawatts, it's producing
energy right now, renewable energy for -- actually, |
was talking to some of the people -- under the Cool

Cities Program 49 Illinois cities have signed up to
return their carbon |levels back to 1990 | evels, that
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have i ncluded Rockford,

Thi nk about

Chi cago and Springfield.

that. They're tal king about going back

to 1990 | evels of carbon.

carbon gas fire generation

to need every possible el enent

really see the strain that

of the requests that

Comm ssion for

Chi cago t al

depl oyed is critical,

ked about and get

They're going to need | ow

renewabl e --

was tal ked about

cities to be able to i nterconnect

we believe.

t hey' re going

t hey can and, so, |

are going to come to the

So we started the process for this

project that started in December of 2007 -- and |"']I

just go through the time |ine.

In June 2006,

Endurant subm tted design information for the power

pl ant el ect

rical system to Commonweal t h Edi son.

In October

of

2006, we submtted

$10, 000 to ConmEd as a deposit to begin

i nterconnect study.

addi ti onal

depart ment

wor k on the

I n February of 2007, we provided

i nformati on to ComEd.

In May of 2007,

provi ded a cost

esti mat e of

ComEd' s engi neeri ng

$101, 000 for

in termns

i ke

t hese | ow carbon assets
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t he study.

In June of 2007, ComEd provided the
i nterconnect agreement and construction depart ment
cost estimates for all the work of an additional
$230, 000.

In July 31st of 2007, W nnebago Energy
Center, which was the project holding company we
formed to own and operate the project, signed the
interconnect agreenment with ComEd. This agreement
specified an estimted total installed cost of
$331, 000 and a conpletion date of November 15th.

By the end of August, WEC conpl eted
site preparation, the power house building, installed
t he generators and all support equi pnment. So we're
sitting there, we have everything on the ground and
we're ready to go.

Thr oughout the nmonths of August,
September and Oct ober, the WEC team contacted ComEd
regularly and continuously to request progress
updates and contact people for these updates.

On September 20th, ConEd assigned a

project manager and notified us that the new cost was

68



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

$640, 000. That was on the same day. It was al nost
like -- we're not even sure how we did it. WEC did
not -- oh, they also said the schedul e would be
slipped to January 31st, 2008. WEC did not accept

t he schedul e change and ConmEd agreed to nmake
commercially reasonable efforts to compel the project
by the end of November.

On October 16th, WEC held a press
event and we would |ike to thank Charlie Box for
comng to that press event, as well as nine ComEd
enpl oyees that showed up for that press event and the
mayor -- the Mayor's Office from Rockford and a
vari ety of other del egates.

After that press event, simlar to --
you heard from another customer who was going to talk
to The Tribune -- right after that press event,
presto, action. ConEd started fieldwork and
compl eted -- actually, by December 21st, they
compl eted the interconnect work, which we are
extremely thankful for. Goi ng beyond January woul d
have cost us a significant amount in terns of

depreciation tax credits and sonme other credits that
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the project would have gotten. So it was absolutely
critical.

And we had to get innovative, but
what's |l acking and | think what you see in |ooking at
this process is that we are conpletely at the
mercy -- there's these rules, these schedul es,
everything that's in this interconnect standard is so
critical and we don't believe any small detail should
be left out because the reality is ConmEd has a lot to
do, they have a ton of customers, they have huge
system events that come up in the mddle of -- while
we're doing an interconnect, there are a | ot of
t hi ngs that can press ConmEd in other directions and
this is not a priority, and, so, we always fall to
the very last in terms of priority for their staff
and their staff are busy, they're working their butts
off, they're good people; but if we don't have a
process and we don't have specific guidelines, we
won't get there and we think -- one other thing Il
mention, which is ny |ast one, is that Section
466. 130, records subsection, this section, which was

originally suggested by the ICC Staff at one of the
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wor kshops, was intended to provide a check and
bal ance on how the rule was being inmlemented.
Agai n, the proposed draft has renoved any utility
performance recordi ng requirenments.

We belive the types of schedule | went
t hrough in reporting are critical. There's no way
the Staff will know how ConmEd is perform ng and how
t hi ngs are going unless you keep a record of the
dates and how |l ong things went. W think that's
extremely inportant. It's |ike anything, you measure
for performance and you get performance when you
measure, and, so, we think those metrics are
critical.

l'd like to thank you for the time to
give this and really appreciate the opportunity.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you

very much.

Ted Bronson.

MR. TED BRONSON: Bronson, B-r-o-n-s-o0-n. \%Y,

name is Ted Bronson and |'m here for -- I'ma
consul tant working -- supporting the M dwest CHP
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Application Center. And the M dwest CHP Application
Center is an organization that's dedicated to | eading
t he depl oyment of clean energy technol ogi es and
resources throughout the M dwest. Wth the M dwest
CHP application, we've worked closely with ELPC
starting in 2001 with a presentation to the

Comm ssion on the benefits of combined heat and power
and how we were having problens getting systenms

i nterconnect ed. We foll owed up supporting the ELPC
over the years with different workshops and hel ping
bring together the CHP, the DG -- |arge DG people to
the table to help coment on these rules.

And just one thing just very quickly,
when we get guys |like John Kelly, David Martindale
and others comenting on these rules, they come
here -- this is at an expense of their conpany. It's
not covered by any ratepayers, it's not covered by
anything fromthe State, this hurts their profits
com ng here. So we just would urge that you really
strongly consider the efforts that they put in and
the comments that they put forth.

The first point I'd like to make is
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that in Illinois, interconnect rule for distributing
energy systens is definitely needed and is | ong
overdue if the State is serious about being the
| eader in energy efficiency and alternative energy
resources. Li ke John said, this is the first step
towards moving there. This rule is going to really
show if Illinois is going to be serious or not.
Utilities have | ong opposed the inmplementation of
such a rule.

They' ve repeatedly stated in the
wor kshops during the |ast year that they have
publ i shed procedures for interconnecting and their
actions to inmplenment these procedures are nmore than
adequate. They contend that nothing is broken. W
strongly believe that there is sonmething broken in
II'linois and we denonstrate that just by | ooking at
our neighbors as far as the amount of distributed
energy that's been deployed on a
per-electricity-capacity basis. M chi gan,
10.5 percent; M nnesota, 9 percent; Wsconsin, 9
percent; Indiana, 7.4 percent; lowa, 4.1 percent; we
have Illinois comng in at 2.8 percent, nmuch |ess
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t han those other states even with our strong

i ndustrial base and opportunities for combi ned heat

and power . So something is wong here in the state

and | think this is the -- the interconnection rules
is the first step in fixing that.

A fair and equitable set of
i nterconnection rules would provide CHP devel opers an
opportunity to |look at the state of Illinois as a
pl ace that can do busi ness as opposed to the industry
now | ooki ng el sewhere in great part because of the
time delays, unexpected and unexpl ai ned costs and
general hassle of doing business in Illinois.

When we presented in 2001, there was
one conpany that was headquartered in Chicago, one of
t he biggest conmpanies in the country that was doing
DG depl oyment in Boston and in San Francisco, but not
in their home base of Chicago because they were
havi ng problems with interconnect and that was al
docunented in our presentation in 2001. W are
providing specific exanples to these situations.
Today, you are hearing some nore recent exanples.

The second point we want to make is
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that in regards to the draft rule we've been asked to
comment on is that we did ask the Comm ssion to
utilize the Maryland grid interconnection rule as a
straw man, as a starting point in trying to negotiate
a common ground between the utility and DG community
in Illinois. W wanted to use the Maryland rule, not
because it was the best one for DG advocates, but
because it was a model devel oped with substanti al
input fromthe M d-Atlantic Region and PIM. As far
as that process, | guess representatives from Exel on,
ComeEd and PI CO were involved in devel oping

material -- or that's our understanding -- used in
the M d-Atlantic Region which was used in the

Maryl and Rul e and then |ater the Pennsylvania Rule as
well as the New Jersey Rule. W believe this would
greatly aid in the process of negotiating differences
in Illinois; however, it seens that we've been

m st aken.

Utilities have chall enged every
section; in many cases, every sentence of the draft
rule. The result has been a full year of numerous
intense workshops and tel ephone conference calls that
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have now resulted in an Illinois Rule and has stepped
consi derably backwards from our starting point. The
rule is far -- in our opinion -- far fromfair and
equitable to all parties in the state. W are
submtting a revised set of concerns and
recommendations that were originally submtted to the
Comm ssi on back in February that outlines many of the
more i mportant issues that have been di scussed at the
wor kshops and left out in the February draft of the
rul e.

We're going to attach these in written
testinony that we will provide |later on; but a few
exanmpl es, the rule provides schedules for both the
applicant and utilities to follow. The rul e provides
stiff penalties if the applicant does not comply,
such as dropping to the end of the queue or voiding
t he application and starting over again; however,
there are no penalties at all for the utilities. | f
they mss the end of their schedul es other than the
applicant submtting a formal conmplaint to the
Comm ssion. This is pretty much the existing process
t hat we have right now. My understanding is -- we've
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tal ked to a few of our devel opers, that it's a

m ni mum -- not a m nimum, but an average of a

t hree-nmont h process. "' mnot sure if that's what
your experience is.

Secondly, the early draft of the rule
had provisions for dispute resolutions that hopefully
will take care of this that will allow the Conm ssion
to appoint a technical master to resolve disputes.
The wordi ng was such that whoever |ost the dispute
woul d pay all costs. This would keep both the
utilities and the applicant somewhat honest in their
use or abuse of the rule in dispute mechanism  That
provision was dropped and the old method of a fornmal
complaint to the Conm ssion was reinstated. This is
what we've had for years and it does not seem to have
wor ked. This has been one of our major points
t hroughout the years as we've worked with the Staff
on devel oping these rules.

Finally, the original draft contained
a provision for field-approved equi pnment, this
provision was intended to avoid duplicate studies and

expenses. Every time there's an application for
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installation of identical equipment and identical
applications with identical grid situations. Even
Comm ssion Staff issued formal comments stating that
t he | anguage can be devel oped to protect utilities
from approval being too automatic, yet the drafted
rule we are discussing today dropped that section and
| eaves out all references to field-approved
equi pment .
| will stop there. We will reestimte
our industry comments and we just ask the Conmm ssion
to reconsider them and take action to get a rule in
place that is fair and equitable to all parties.
Thank you very nmuch for your tine.
CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much.
M ke Sheehan.
MR. M CHAEL SHEEHAN: Thank you.

M chael Sheehan, S-h-e-e-h-a-n, with

the I nterstate Renewabl e Energy Council. A little
bit about my background to make sure that -- to

of fset what Jason is, he's the collar guy, |I'mthe
bl ack- and-white engi neer guy, so he's -- Jason and |
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have worked in several states on interconnections.
My background is |I've spent 30 years in the utility
busi ness. |*ve worked with three different
utilities, including Commonweal th Edi son in Chicago
and Virginia Power and 20 years of selling energy.
' m a consultant now for Interstate Renewabl e Energy
Counci | . ' m here to talk about two issues and ||
be pretty brief.

The first one is the disconnect switch
and the reason | think the disconnect switch is an
appendage and I will go through that issue. First
off, it's redundant to the switches that are required
within the NEC. Nobody is saying that you don't need
NEC. NEC is the National Electric Code, Safety Code
and you do need the switches for the National
El ectric Safety Code; they are required. This switch
is in addition to those switches that are required of
the National Electric Code and it's only used by the
utility for the utility's purpose. So it's a utility
sort of requirement; but the interesting thing is
it'"s on the customer side of the meter, so there's a
jurisdictional issue with utilities operating on the
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downsi de of the custonmer side of the nmeter. So
there's an issue that has not been brought up, but |
think it's important froma jurisdictional point of
view and froma liability point of view having a
utility -- |1 BEW workers who are not qualified working
on the other side of the switch. So there's an issue
t hat has not been brought up in the past.

The states -- there are seven states
t hat have done away with this requirement, there's
over 40,000 systens in the United States and, again,
the Interstate Renewabl e Energy Council -- our
position is we want to promote safe, renewabl e energy
processes and to have 40,000 of these photable tape
systens across the country, we believe that's a
statement that we want to keep that pristine record.
The two | argest utilities that have the | argest
nunber of photable tape have done away with
di sconnect switch. Pacific Gas Electric and
Sacramento Utility District have both done away with
this switch. And the reason they did away with the
switch was a practical reason, is because when they

went out there to a feeder with 500 of these PV
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systenms on their feeder, they didn't have 500 | ocks
to go and lock all these things out. So they found
out they weren't using the switch and it wasn't

useful and they ended up using the meter -- if they
needed to do the disconnect, they used the neter as

t he di sconnect switch. So it was a practical, if you
do need sonething, that's what you could do. And in
Fl ori da what they suggested is if the utility really
believes that it's a safety issue, then they can
install the switch at their cost because they believe
it's that -- just for their needs and not the

customer's needs and that's where the $1,200 canme in,

t he costs.

We al so tal k about -- there's been
mention by Ameren about the OSHA rules and | will go
over them  Wthout going into detail, the OSHA rul es

basically require you to isolate, test and ground
unit potential grounds, which you should have, but
isolating and testing -- again, with the PJ&E and
experience and -- Sacramento Utility experience, they
have never found a PV system feeding back because PV

systens today are all UL-certified, anti-islanding
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and a 10-kV PV system cannot support a grid, it's not
something it can do. It needs the voltage fromthe
grid to operate and if it's the voltage is not there,
there's an under-voltage relay that takes it out
right away. So it's a -- it hasn't happened, it's
not physically capable of feeding back and typically,
a notor -- a typical air-conditioning nmotor or a
refrigerator nmotor, PV systens can't support those
ki nds of inrush current type of | oads. So typically
they -- they won't be operating back into the grid.
Again, there's 40,000 systenms out
there and the biggest argument against the switch is
it's not used. Nobody woul d have an argunent if the
utility used the switch, but everybody has a problem
with the utility demandi ng the switch but then never
operating the switch and not using it and that's
really the rub, | think, in the process and that's
why it's considered to be such an onerous issue.
And, again, as Jason pointed out, as you go along
and -- three to four years from now when PV gets to
be half of the cost, you are going to have a |lot nore

in systems out there and a 3 or $400 cost is
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significant across the system and that's kind of why
we think the switch is redundant and not needed.

The second issue and I'll just be very
brief with the second issue is a 15 percent screen
for Level 3 and I think our coments, the |IREC
comments and the EPC comments address those issues
very wel | . | won't go into detail here.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much.

Mar k Bur ger .

MR. MARK BURGER: Thank you. And good norning.
Mar k Burger, Ma-r-k, B-u-r-g-e-r. | ' m presi dent of
the Illinois Solar Energy Association. The ISEA is a
chapter of the American Sol ar Energy Society and we
are dedicated to educating the Illinois public about
t he benefits of solar wind and other fornms of
renewabl e energy.

The | SEA supports the interconnection
proposals put forth by the Environmental Law & Policy
Center, Interstate Renewabl e Energy Council that are
effective, efficient and in keeping with the emerging
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renewabl e energy distributive market.

The stakes are very high. \Wile
I[l1linois is doing well in |large-scale wind farnms and
solar thermal installations, the state stands to be
left in the dust in the solar photable tape and
smal | -scale wind industries. MWhile Illinois is the
sixth | argest energy user in the United States at 4
percent of national consunption, it is well under 1
percent in small scale wind and photable tape
systenms, small scale being defined under 100
kil owatts of nanmepl ate capacity.

The sol ar photable tape industry is
growing in the U S. at a 50 percent rate with just
| ast year alone over 150 nmegawatts of capacity
installed and additional 14,000 interconnections.

The small wind industry is growing at a 25 percent
rate with over 5,000 installations.

These tens of thousands of
installations will soon grow to hundreds of thousands
of installations across the United States. W¢th both
technologies, Illinois is not in the top 10 states or
anywhere near it and the -- our present rate right
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now is only a few dozen install ations of both
technol ogies of a few hundred kilowatts of capacity.

Over a dozen states including small
capacity -- small states |ike Oregon or Connecti cut
are installing many megawatts of capacity each year
and policies from emergi ng renewabl e energy states
i ke Ohio and Florida may further isolate Illinois
from taking part in a significant share of these new
t echnol ogi es.

Atruly efficient and nonobstructive
i nterconnection and net metering standard will enable
Il'linois to have a significant photable tape and
smal |l wi nd power market that will result in |ess use
of increasingly expensive inmported peak electric
generating fuels |ike natural gas, inprove electric
grid reliability, grow new industries and creates
j obs, assists in the conpliance in Illinois'
renewabl e portfolio standard and also result in | ow
renewabl e energy system costs to consuners.

Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank

you.
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David Marti ndal e.

MR. DAVI D MARTI NDALE: Hel | o. David Martindal e
representing Ballard Engi neering. | "ve been a design
bui |l der of cogeneration systens for the past 22 years
ranging from 500 kWup to 8 megawatts. ' m not going
to address all the legal entities of the proposal or
your rules. | want to tell you a quick story on why
rul es are necessary.

Roughly five years ago, we installed a
2 and a half megawatt power system running on
di gester gas and we started the process with ComEd
giving us an interconnection cost of $70,000. A
couple months later, it escalated to $270, 000. W
appealed to the ICC and that process did not prove
fruitful. These types of costs ended up in al nost a
year's time delay in getting the project done and the
| ocal utility wouldn't accept any alternatives and we
had no recourse to cause them to accept any
alternatives. So these rules -- this rul emaking
process is extremely inmportant to ne because we
haven't installed a single cogen system of this size

in the last five years primarily due to
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i nterconnection costs. These time delays and high
costs and not having any options |eave nme to believe
that the conflict resolution process that is alluded
to and stated here in this rul emaking process nmust be
i ndependent and effective. Now, who and how t hat
wor ks out, | would like to see that happen, but it
has to be real, okay. It can't be dictated by the
rules that I've lived with for 15, 20 years, which is
ConEd' s bl ue book simply being rewritten into an |ICC
f or mat . It doesn't really help me and help ny
customers install cogeneration systens because |
can't have the utility sinply saying that won't work
and not accept -- not accepting or having any
recourse to make this happen.

| do support the ELCP and the M dwest
Application Center's suggestions. "' m very
frustrated with this 100 percent deposit issue. I
agree with the comments | heard earlier about the
Level 3 and the 15 percent limts throwing it
actually back to a Level 2. It's honestly quite
confusing. W sinply need the utility to standardize
interconnection and respond in a timely manner. Si x
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mont hs to a year delay on a cogeneration system
installation will kill the projects and because of
past experiences with customers in this industry and
ot her industries, the word does get out that you want
to install a cogen system because it's energy
efficient and it's profitable and you can use it in a
deregul ated market, great. Why not do it? Oh, well,
you' ve got to get past the utility. Lots of projects
have di ed. In my opinion, this process is 10 years
late. We need to get on with it and make it a real
process.
Thank you.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you

very much.
M ke Johnson.

MR. M CHAEL JOHNSON: M ke Johnson,
J-0-h-n-s-0-n, executive director Illinois Solar
Ener gy Associ ati on. | just want to thank you for the
opportunity on behalf of our 500 nmenbers statew de to
address a |l ot of these inportant issues today. As
has been nmentioned, a |ot of important progress has

been made, but what |ies ahead of us is really a very
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i mportant opportunity to determ ne how rel atively
easy or difficult facilitating a clean energy future
in Illinois is going to be for both homeowners and
busi nesses; and in doing that, just to echo the issue
that -- the disconnect switch and to put that into
context, while we're hearing costs of, say, a $1, 000,
they m ght not seem all that significant when you're
tal ki ng about a 10, 20, $30,000 install ation; but
when you consider that a |lot of the people who are
installing these installations are financing these
installations fromthe get-go with their home equity
lines of credit, with whatever noney they can scrape
t ogether, and the fact that $1,000 is half the
incentive that you can get fromthe federa

government to do this, it just becomes an issue of if
we're throwi ng $1, 000 at sonmething that's
unnecessary, it's taking away half of that or in sone
cases, up to 5 years of the revenue that these
systens can generate from that metering. So it's --
it's not insignificant, especially on the residentia
scal e.

So, | mean, as ny coll eague Mark
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Burger had mentioned, you've seen a sharp up taking
interest and that, really, | think is the crux of
what we're tal king about here is the future, not
necessarily the way things have been in the past, but
the way things will likely be in the face of climte
change and also just in ternms of job devel opnent

t hroughout the state. As we've seen interconnection
policies in states |like California have made a
difference both in terms of reliability and in ternms
of the provision of clean energy throughout the
state.

One of the other inmportant
opportunities that | think is -- that hasn't really
been highlighted fully here -- is the opportunity to
create jobs in Illinois. Many of our members are
installers themselves which, | mght add by the way,
who are staking their reputation on the safety of
t hese systens and, you know, when there are
constraints there, there are constraints to economc
devel opnment, there are constraints to clean energy.
And we, at IC, are definitely excited about playing
the role of providing that clean energy through, you
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know, through our nmembers, whether it's on the
installation side or whether it's on the household
side helping the utilities green their energy supply
and also helping to create jobs throughout the state.

As the City of Chicago recently
mentioned in their climate action plan, they estimate
that clean tech can -- in order to mtigate climte
change, can generate up to 5 or 10,000 jobs annually,
which is in comparison to 50,000 jobs that are added
to the Chicago economy every year currently.

So, | nmean, obviously, this is a key
opportunity not only to support clean energy, but job
devel opment and energy independence which | think
have all been issues central to public policy in the
state of Illinois and throughout the country; but in
order to do that, as we've heard today, we need
certainty, we need codification of these standards so
there isn't an unworkable situation that's left to
interpretation. W certainly understand the
adm ni strative burden that this places on the
utilities and we're |l ooking to go through that as

efficiently as possible. W don't want to tie up
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people's time unnecessarily and neither do the
utilities. So | think we're all in agreement on
t hat .

And | think we're all also in
agreement that clean tech is going to happen in this
country and as we've seen happen, nmost of it has
happened in California, New Jersey and Massachusetts

and states that have favorable policies in place and

t hat can happen here in Illinois with the right
policies. And in doing that, in creating a solid
transparent framework, it will also make it -- make

the state's investnments through the Department of
Commerce and Econom ¢ Opportunity and ot her
f oundati ons throughout the state nore effective in
| everagi ng clean energy investment in the state of
Il 1inois.
So with that, | thank you.
CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much.
Is there anyone that has not spoken
that wi shes to at this time?

(No response.)

92



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Goi ng once, going twi ce.

MR. ROBERT VOGEL: | ' m Bob Vogel (phonetic)
with the Illinois Renewabl e Energy Associ ation and we
hear a | ot of concerns from our menmbers who want
systens installed about the procedures, the del ays
and the costs and they're particularly concerned
about the redundancy on the safety issues. So |
don't think there's any nore that | want to add.

CHI EF PUBLI C HEARI NG OFFI CER BENSKO: Thank you
very much.

Anyone el se?
(No response.)
Seeing none, | will excuse the court

reporter and then if you'd like, we could do sone

guesti on and answer. Is there anyone in the audi ence
that would like that? Let's take -- cone back at
noon.

(Mhich were al

t he proceedi ngs had.)
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